




























Document ID 5

Commenter: Les W. Bradshaw, County Manager - Nye County, Nuclear Waste Repository
Project Office, Nevada

Response to Comment:

A. The Navy concluded that additional hearings were not needed; this was conveyed to the
commenter by letter dated May 31, 1996.  The letter explained that the locations selected
covered those regions where naval spent nuclear fuel will be loaded and stored and
representative regions where it might be transported, consistent with the proposed action
covered in the Container System EIS.  The EIS does not cover long-term interim storage or
disposal of the spent nuclear fuel, which are the responsibility of the Department of Energy
rather than the Navy.  The EIS does use Yucca Mountain as a destination for purposes of
analysis only, recognizing that location is the only one under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
being evaluated as a potential repository.  The analysis does not presume, however, that
Yucca Mountain will be found suitable as a repository or would be the site for a centralized
interim storage facility.

B. Copies of the Draft EIS were sent by overnight mail.

C. The Department of the Navy extended the comment  period to 60 days and published a notice
in the Federal Register to that effect.

D. The scoping comments provided by Nye County by letter dated January 6, 1995 to the
Department of Energy on the Multi-Purpose Canister EIS were considered in establishing the
scope of this Navy Container System EIS.  In response to the Nye County scoping comment
that the type of container selected by the Department of Energy for management of spent
nuclear fuel will have substantial influences on the entire waste management system, the Navy
believes that the container system EIS fully evaluates environmental impacts associated with
container selection and use for naval spent fuel in a fashion which will not be affected by the
Department of Energy’s ultimate decision for containerizing non-naval spent fuel.  While the
ultimate Department of Energy decision may affect the cost of containers or other such factors,
the Navy must proceed at this time to select a container system in order to meet its obligations
under the Idaho agreement and court order.  Moreover, since the number of containers needed
for naval spent fuel is very small compared to those required for commercial spent fuel, the
DOE’s ultimate decision is not expected to have a substantial effect on the Navy.  Thus, the
Navy does not need to wait for the Department of Energy’s decision on containers for non-naval
spent fuel to decide what is needed for naval spent fuel.


